REMARKS 

In an Office Action mailed on October 29, 2008, claims 50-58 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by, or in the alternative, as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) over Yamada. 

As amended, the systetn of independent claim 50 includes a device that has a heat 
capacity and is thermally coupled to the fuel cell through a heat exchanger to receive thermal 
energy from the fuel cell. The device causes a heat demand signal to indicate a request for more 
thermal energy from the fuel cell. The system of claim 50 also recites a diverter to communicate 
the thermal energy from the fuel cell thi-ough the heat exchanger to the device in response to the 
heat demand signal indicating the request and halt the communication of the thermal energy in 
response to the heat demand signal not indicating the request. In a particular implementation of 
the invention, paragraph nos. 70-74 of the specification sets forth an embodiment in which the 
fuel cell and pumps are used to control the communication of thermal energy to a water tank 408. 
In this regard, when the tank 408 needs more thermal energy, the pumps transfer the thermal 
energy to the tanlc 408. However, when the tanlc 408 no longer needs additional thermal energy, 
the pumps divert the thennal energy away from the tank. Other embodiments are contemplated, 
such as the additional embodiments that are described in the specification, for example, and are 
within the scope of the appended claims. 

Contrary to the claimed invention, Yamada merely discloses various sensors, as noted by 
the Examiner. However, even assuming, for purposes of argument, that one of these sensors 
may provide an indication of a temperature of a component, Yamada fails to disclose the specific 
arrangement that is set forth in amended claim 50. In this regard, Yamada fails to disclose a 
device that has a thermal capacity and controls a heat demand signal for purposes of 
commvmicating and halting the communication of thermal energy to the device from a fuel cell 
through a heat exchanger. Thus, merely labeling one of Yamada's reformer elements as a heat 
exchanger and labeling an arbifrary component as the device of claim 50 does not produce the 
claimed invention, as the specifically-claimed device, diverter and confrol technique are not 
disclosed in Yamada. 

In order to anticipate a claim under 35 U.S.C. § 102, a single reference must teach each 
and every element of the claim. Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 
631 (Fed. Cir. 1987). In fact, "[t]he identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is 
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contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236 (Fed. Cir. 
1989). Furthennore, in order for a reference to be anticipatory, "[its] elements must be arranged 
as required by the claim." In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831 (Fed. Cir. 1990), cited in M.P.E.P. § 2131. 

For at least the reason that Yamada fails to disclose the device and diverter of claim 50, 
Yamada fails to anticipate this claim. 

To make a determination under 35 U.S. C. § 103, several basic factual inquiries must be 
performed, including determining the scope and content of the prior art, and ascertaining the 
differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 
17, 148 U.S.P.Q. 459 (1965). Moreover, as the U.S. Supreme Court held, it is important to 
identify a reason that would have prompted a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
reference teachings in the maimer that the claimed invention does. KSR International Co. v. 
Teleflex, Inc., Ill S. Ct. 1727, 1741, 82 U.S.P.Q.2d 1385 (2007). 

Yamada fails to render amended independent claim 50 obvious for at least the reason that 
no plausible explanation appears to exist why one of skill in the art in possession of Yamada 
would have modified this reference to control the flow of thermal energy to a device, as now set 
forth in claim 50. In this regard, merely regulating a temperature of a component of Yamada's 
system does not produce the claimed invention, as there is no reason why one of skill in the art in 
possession of Yamada would have controlled the thermal flow to a device via a heat demand 
signal and diverter, as now set forth in this claim. Thus, Apphcant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the § 103 rejection of claim 50. 

Dependent claims 51-58 are patentable for at least the reason that these claims depend 
from an allowable claim. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests withdraw of the §§102 and 103 
and a favorable action in the form of a Notice of Allowance. The Commissioner is authorized to 
charge any additional fees or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 20-1504 
(PUG.0083C1US). 
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